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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-10, 12-24, 26-38, 40-52, 54-56 remained pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-10, 12-24, 26-38, 40-52, 54-56, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dykstra et al (Hereinafter Dykstra U.S Patent No: 6, 029, 149) in view Lebda 
et al (Hereinafter Lebda U.S Patent 6, 385, 594). 

As per claims 1-10, 12-14, Dykstra discloses an automated loan risk assessment system, 
comprising: means for receiving information about a loan and means for the loan based on a 
plurality of risk factors including at least two of a fraud risk factor, an underwriting risk factor 
and a property valuation risk factor, whereby the numeric risk score can be used by a loan 
service provider in deciding whether or not to fund or insure the loan (Note abstract and see 
column 3 lines 32-67 and column 4-7 lines 1-67) calculating a numeric risk score for the loan 
and means for assigning a risk category to the loan based on the numeric risk score (see column 
2 lines 35-49 and column 4 lines 65-67 and column 5 lines 1-24 and column 6 lines 16-53 and 
column 7 lines 1-18). 

Dykstra fail to explicitly teach means for generating in a computer screen for displaying at the 
computer screen to a user which includes the numeric risk score and the category to the user. 

However Lebda discloses displaying information including each credit decision to the 
consumer advising that the selected set of the matching lending institutions represents possible 
candidates for offering credit or a loan to the consumer, thereby providing the consumer with the 
opportunity to accept the credit or loan offer from one of the selected set of identified lending 
institutions, such that the selected set of identified lending institutions competes for business 
with the consumer (see column 1 1 lines 40-67 and column 12 lines 1-29). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Dykstra to include means for generating in a 
computer screen for displaying at the computer screen to a user which includes the numeric risk 
score and the category to the user taught by Lebda in order to provide a universal credit 
qualification form over the Internet and to allow the Internet user to submit a single credit 
application to a plurality of lending institutions who then make offers to the customer via the 
Internet 

As per claims 15-24, 26-28, Dykstra discloses an automated loan risk assessment system, 
comprising: 

a mechanism adapted to receive information about a loan, and a mechanism adapted to calculate 
a numeric risk score for a loan based on a plurality of risk factors including at least two of a 
fraud risk factor, an underwriting risk factor and a property valuation risk factor, whereby the 
numeric risk score can be used by a loan service provider in deciding whether or not to fund or 
insure the loan. (Note abstract and see column 3 lines 32-67 and column 4-7 lines 1-67) and a 
mechanism for assigning a risk category to the loan based on the numeric risk score (see column 
2 lines 35-49 and column 4 lines 65-67 and column 5 lines 1-24 and column 6 lines 16-53 and 
column 7 lines 1-18). 

Dykstra fail to explicitly teach mechanism for generating a computer screen for displaying at 
the computer screen to a user which includes the numeric risk score and the category to a user. 

However Lebda discloses displaying information including each credit decision to the 
consumer advising that the selected set of the matching lending institutions represents possible 
candidates for offering credit or a loan to the consumer, thereby providing the consumer with the 
opportunity to accept the credit or loan offer from one of the selected set of identified lending 
institutions, such that the selected set of identified lending institutions competes for business 
with the consumer (see column 1 1 lines 40-67 and column 12 lines 1-29). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Dykstra to include mechanism for generating a 
computer screen for displaying at the computer screen to a user which includes the numeric risk 
score and the category to a user taught by Lebda in order to provide a universal credit 
qualification form over the Internet and to allow the Internet user to submit a single credit 



Application/Control Number: 10/046,945 
Art Unit: 3691 



Page 4 



application to a plurality of lending institutions who then make offers to the customer via the 
Internet 

As per claims 29-38, 40-42, Dykstra discloses a computer-readable medium whose contents 
cause a computer system to assess the risk associated with funding or insuring a loan by 
performing the steps of: 

receiving information about a loan, calculating at the computer system a numeric risk score for 
the loan based on a plurality of risk factors including at least two of a fraud risk factor, a credit 
risk factor and a property valuation risk factor. (Note abstract and see column 3 lines 32-67 and 
column 4-7 lines 1-67) assigning at the computer system a risk category to the loan based on the 
numeric and risk score and risk category (see column 2 lines 35-49 and column 4 lines 65-67 and 
column 5 lines 1-24 and column 6 lines 16-53 and column 7 lines 1-18). 

Dykstra fail to explicitly teach displaying at the computer screen to a user which includes the 
numeric risk score and the category. 

However Lebda discloses displaying information including each credit decision to the 
consumer advising that the selected set of the matching lending institutions represents possible 
candidates for offering credit or a loan to the consumer, thereby providing the consumer with the 
opportunity to accept the credit or loan offer from one of the selected set of identified lending 
institutions, such that the selected set of identified lending institutions competes for business 
with the consumer (see column 1 1 lines 40-67 and column 12 lines 1-29). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Dykstra to include displaying at the computer 
screen to a user which includes the numeric risk score and the category taught by Lebda in order 
to provide a universal credit qualification form over the Internet and to allow the Internet user to 
submit a single credit application to a plurality of lending institutions who then make offers to 
the customer via the Internet. 

As per claims 43-52, 54-56, Dykstra discloses a computer-implemented method of assessing 
the risk associated with the funding or insuring of a loan, comprising: 

receiving information about a loan, calculating at a computer system a numeric risk score for a 
loan and based on a plurality of risk factors including at least two of a fraud risk factor, an 
underwriting risk factor and a property valuation risk factor. (Note abstract and see column 3 
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lines 32-67 and column 4-7 lines 1-67) assigning at a computer system a risk category to the loan 
based on the numeric risk score (see column 2 lines 35-49 and column 4 lines 65-67 and column 
5 lines 1-24 and column 6 lines 16-53 and column 7 lines 1-18). 

Dykstra fail to explicitly teach displaying at the computer screen to a user which includes the 
numeric risk score and the category. 

However Lebda discloses displaying information including each credit decision to the 
consumer advising that the selected set of the matching lending institutions represents possible 
candidates for offering credit or a loan to the consumer, thereby providing the consumer with the 
opportunity to accept the credit or loan offer from one of the selected set of identified lending 
institutions, such that the selected set of identified lending institutions competes for business 
with the consumer (see column 1 1 lines 40-67 and column 12 lines 1-29). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Dykstra to include displaying at the computer 
screen to a user which includes the numeric risk score and the category taught by Lebda in order 
to provide a universal credit qualification form over the Internet and to allow the Internet user to 
submit a single credit application to a plurality of lending institutions who then make offers to 
the customer via the Internet. 

CONCLUSION 
RESPONSE TO ARGUMENTS 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 1/22/10 has been fully considered but they are not persuasive 
for the following reasons. 

5. In response to Applicant's arguments that Dykstra and Lebda fail to teach or suggest" 
displaying in a computer screen both numeric risk score and a risk category for a loan risk score 
for a loan", the Examiner disagrees with Applicant's because the limitations were addressed as 
stated. 

Regarding argument that Dykstra fail to teach displaying in a computer screen both numeric 
risk score and a risk category for a loan risk score for a loan. 

The examiner points out sections of Dykstra wherein a loan decision status is displayed, and a 
final score is compared to the loan Application, and generating a lender report based on said loan 
approval status and transmitting said lender report to a remote receiving unit for displaying said 
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lender report the examiner further points out that a lender report or credit would have consisted 
of numeric data and displaying would have been imminent. 

Regarding the argument that Lebda fail to teach displaying in a computer screen both 
numeric risk score and a risk category for a loan risk score for a loan. 

The examiner points out sections of Lebda wherein the system receiving Fair Isaac report and 
displaying information including each credit decision to the consumer advising that the selected 
set of the matching lending institutions represents possible candidates for offering credit or a 
loan to the consumer, thereby providing the consumer with the opportunity to accept the credit or 
loan offer from one of the selected set of identified lending institutions, such that the selected set 
of identified lending institutions competes for business therefore the Fair Isaac report receive 
would have been consist of numeric risk score and risk score further capable and able to be 
displayed. 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, 
will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
final action. 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Clement B. Graham whose telephone number is 571-272-6795. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 7am to 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Alexander Kalinowski can be reached on (571) 272-6771 . The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Alexander Kalinowski/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 
Unit 3691 



CG 

April 7, 2010 



